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Dear Sir: 

1 . Dr. Philipp Stoessel am a citizeai of the F^ral Republic of Geimany and reside at 
SopHenstrasse 30, 60487 Fmrfdbrt, Germany, hereby declare and say as follows: 

2. I am a flilly timncd chemist* having studied chemistry at the University of Tnebingen, 
Baden-Wuerttemberg, Gennany. 

I am well acquainted with technical English, 

3. Work experience: 

1 986 - 1996; Studies in cheadstcy at the University of Tttebing^ Gem^any 
1996 - 1998: Postdoctoral research in chemistry sponsored by the 

Alexander von Homboldt Foundation with Dr, J. R Norton at the 
Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO and at the Columbia 
University New York, NY, 

1 998 - 1 999: Material Scientist and Synthetic Cheniist at tlie In$titut fuer Nexie 

Materialiea, Saarbrueckenj Saarland, Germany 

1999 - 2005; Material Scientist and Syathetic Cheniist at COVION Organic 

Semiconductoi^ GmbH, Frankfurt^ Hessen^ Geixcmy 
2005 - today: Material Scientist and Synthetic Chemist at the Merck Organic Materials 
GmbH, Franfcfto; Hessen, Cfeimany 
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4. In the field of orgajnic light emitting diode (OLED), I am an itweator on more than 70 
U.S. patents and patent applications and an anfhor of more Hmx 1 0 publications and 
lectures, 

5. In view of my qiaalifications a5 outlined abovej, I consider myself to be an exp5rt and to be 
skilled in $pirobiflnoroene (SBF) compomds and OLED field, 

6. I have read and reviewed U.S. Serial No,: 10/523, 101 (" U 01 application") including the 
office actions and responses, 

7. The Examiner asserted in paragraph no. 7^ at page S of the Advisory Action mailed May 
14, 2008, "[g]iven the broad claims^ there are several reasons, as described why the scope 
of tlie claims cannot be supiK>n:ed by a single example showing an imsubstituted phenyl 
substituent As ^ted prior, the arguments of coimsel cannot take the place of evidence, 
Evidence supporting particxikr substitiJents or particular heterocyclic systemSj along with 
claims which are within the scope of the supporting evidence are required'* 

8. I believe that the scope of the claims is supported by the ejcample in the specificadon and 
the two additional examples found tn the declaration executed March 1 ^ 2008. 

9. The claimed invention has better performance tlian tlie conespondrng acetyl compotmds, 
One possible reason for the better performance of the inventive compounds compared to 
the corresponding acetyl compounds might bo based on the better mesomeric 
stabilization of the cotresponding radical amon. Even though the acetyl compound is 
stabilized by me$omeri$m a$ well, the stebUixation in this oon^poxmd seems not to be 
sixfScient to obtain a high operational lifetime. Some mesomeric structures of the acetyl 
and the benzoyl compound are shown in the following (not all possible structures are 
shown): 
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10. 




1 1 . This concept of mesomeric stabilization is valid for aQ inventive compoimds with amy 
aromatic siibstituent^ for piorely arorMtic hyd3,^ocarboti$ ^ well as for heteroaromatio 
groups. This i$ showii in the following scliematically for a compound wherein A is 2- 
thienyl or 3-thieayI (not possible mesomerio structures are shown): I 




11 As shown above, the mesomeric stabilization is equivalent for conDpoimds whereiii A is 
an aromatic or heteroaro»iatic conapomd, In particular the mesomeric stabilization of the 
radical anion is independent of the fad: that tMophene as well as pyirol or fui'an are 
electron-rich heteroaromatic groups because the negative charge is iixmdy located on the 
oxygen of the carbonyl group and tlie heteroaromatic group stabilizes the radical The 
assumption of tl^e ExanDiner that firee radicals of theise compounds may become localized 
therefore is not tme (at tlie bottom of page 3 to the top of page 4 of the Advisory Action 
mailed April 17,2008). 
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13, Also me argomeatation of the Exaiidner in paragraph no, 9 of tlie Advisory Action 
m^led April 17, 2008^ mth respect to 5terio shielding camot be followed The Examiner 
asserts that a better sterio shielding of the carbonyl group would be predicted to have 
negative effects, such as an increase in driving voltage. This is not the case as can be seen 
fi:om examples 3 and 4 of the declaration executed IVEaroh 1, 2008, wherein the power 
efficiency, which is calculated from the efficiency and from the driving voltage, is higher 
for the inventive compouiid than for the comparative acetyl compound. The higher 
Ability of a compound can be clearly seen in the higher lifetime of the org£inio 
electroluxdnescent device wherem the device with the inventive compound shows more 
than double the lifetime compared to the device wi1h tlie comparative compound. 

14, It is known that a compound mHi m acetyl group, such as the acetyl substituted 
spirobiftuorene, can show an aldol type conctensation reaction after deprotonation. This 
reaction is not possible with the aroyl substituted spkobifluorene. It might well be the 
case that the inventive compounds can contain groups, which cm be deprotonated^ such 
as hydroxy groups, but these groups do not result m my side reactions, 

15, For the reasons stated above, the experimenl^ result? given m the declaration for a single 
compound and the two compounds in the declaration combined with the 
facts/argumentation as given above^ I believe that a person of ordinary sldll in the art 
would find sufficient to support for tli;e full scope of the claims, 

I hereby declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge are true and that all 
statements made on information and belief are believed to be true; aad farther that these 
statements were made with the knowledge tiiat wfllfbl false statements and the like so made are 
punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, under Section 1001 of Title 18 of the United States 
Code and that such willful false statements may jeopardize the validity of the application or any 
patent issued thereori ^ 
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